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ABSTRACT 

Eighty undergraduates were administered fcur 
self-report locus of control inventories^ in order to evaluate the 
convergent and discriminant validity of four categories ccmmon to 
these inventories: chance^ fate^ perscral control^ and powerful 
others. The four inventories were: |1 ) Internal, Powerful Others and 
Chance scales; (2) James Internal External Locus of control Scale; 
(3) Nowicki Strickland Locus of Control Scale; and (U) Rotter 
Internal External Locus of Control Scale. Pearson correlations were 
computed between methods (inventor ies) , and traits (categories) , to 
construct a mult i+rait- aultimetbod matrix, following the Campbell and 
Piske model. Validity was evaluated by observing int€rcorrela tions 
among cells in the matrix. Convergent validity was consistently 
demonstrated for only one category — fate; discriminant validity was' 
not evident for any comparison category across the four instruments. 
Rates of validity over all comparisons were 66. 6X for convergent and 
12«5X for discriminant. One explanation for inconsistent findings 
across locus of control studies is that the mul ti trait-multimethod 
matrix/accounts for more variability than the categories measured. 
(The appendix lists items in each instrument which measure chance, 
fate, personal control, and powerful ethers.) (CP) 
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The I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966) defines Locus of Control (LOC) as the 
degree to which a person believes that his life is within his own control. 
Rotter has regarded the construct as a unidimensional, bipolar factor. 
Other investigators (Gurin, axrin, & Seattle, 1969; Kleiber & Manaster, 
1972; Kleiber, Veldman, & Menaker, 1973; Lao, 1970; Levenson, 1972 & 1973; 
MacDonald, 1973; and Mirels, 1970), however, have presented evidence, 
mainly through factor analysis, that LOC is multidimensional. New instru- 
ments have appeared since the Rotter I-E Scale; some as an effort to remedy 
the multidimensional finding by presenting a more unidimensional measure 
and others as an alternative to Rotter's two statement-forced choice response 
format. Factor analysis of these new scales frequently report dimensions 
of belief in personal control (Gurin, et al . , 1969), non-belief in luck or 
chance (Kleiber, £t jil. , 1973) and belief in social system modification 
(Gurin, et al, , 1969). 

The present study evaluated the validity of the constructs in common 
among LOC instruments. The validity model reported by Campbell and Fiske 
(1959) was employed. This model requires that both convergent and discri- 
minant validity be demonstrated 

Convergent validity is a cc flrmation of dimensions (or traits) by 
independent measuring methods t requires significant correlation between 
two Instruments measuring the fsamr trait. Discriminant validity requires 
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that the c^^rvelatxon bosseen different methods measuring t9ie mne trait 
exceed (a) the goTxelatrfons obtained between the txalt anti msf other trait 
not having methcr. in ctmmon and (b) the cozxelatlons betve#>^ different 
traits which hutP*-'n mplcy the same method. One can IderiitUfy constructs 
which pass speciffted isaxza of cxmvergent and df-Hr r lmimn t \ A^iizy by deter- 
mining Int er cor r^lLL lIbu among categories ^ a Trmlritiralt-! iXt^lmBthod matrix. 
These procedures applied tc the toilcsmsa^ iiata as T3?^'caln the conver- 

gent and dlsccsasixsr^'' validity <rf four loc^i^^ ^ntrrol life^ci^ments. 

Method . !5he ^.rs^jmerei obt«>=l«d from 3f ipjEsr-dlvi:^^' amiergraduate 
students at w tt -rj^nrtr-y cif at Awgt^^ Each t vas asked to 

complete a boc^LlF ^^■'mtarrnrng ^oor liscus xxf csantrDX bcwbb 

The four jiitwrted for -*^ia stmBr were 1) lAt^emal, 

Powerful o theism sca&J.e^ i2FC (iScsanson, -372), ^ ^ che James 

>Ail»W«mal--ExterMl 3 ,5 ci Cairtroi— Scale ^JMBes, 1557), 1) tite Nowickl- 
lrt/La=kland Scali .or ^ults, ANS-TS <No«^ki & Duke, 1973), aM& (4) the 

( I I IntemalHEaaqfrma; Locus of Contm;i "^tsale (Rotter, 196S) . These 
Instruments axrr -^tf^fr asd pencil 3alf-]^^ot*t Inv entucl es and were selected 
ior study because^ f3E :l3^f^lr frequent cltarftrlon in the literature , common 
dimensions and vasri2t:fli»>r in response f ocehic. 

The IPC and JJames I-E scale mgtLa^ a Llkert-type format with six 
and four altematlvaB„ t espectlvely, allow the respondent to indicate 

the strength of his/har attitude to eachi iliem. The ANS-IE scale is composed 
of questions which ax?e smswered by respmii^g "yes" or "no" to each item. 
The Rotter scale earikonr > a forced chains :&irmat in which two statements 
supporting opposite lijiiiiiolnts are prMntfasd and the respondent is instructed 
to choose the one ~WKtt&r jhich he/she moatt^^grees. 
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Itfnns froim each syttes wtm. gvaapmt according tro similarity of contexit 

and four ^s^^gcxles ^r^^ enmr i to ^«I:four in^aruments. The four 

categorief^ \:onsldend CQMBm across in^raiments vers: chance; fate; 
personal l^. .atrol; aad poimiful others. Icaems were ^signed to categories 
by two iaiependent judges. A fev Items riiiHt were net consistently assigned 
to categccries igr the jodgn wre cariLtted ±=oom the analysis^ Appendix A 
lists thfr iimnrlTiirnc fix^runent fitrpma waiich compriaa each comparison 
category* 

Once caiaqpriies^ ^ajd been Idpntlf^i^eil^ Pearson prodl uc t-mDment correlations 
were computed «etmar «e '-hods (lnstrnmen!&$ ad traitB ((categories). These 
correlations wEe^McJ^s^ consCYuct ::tiie mBLltitrait-mttttJMBthod matrix. Sir 
heteroaxait-lii iiiiiiiniii t^$od blocks M»re foned* one faxr^^^sY two-system 
conqiaKlson. Thea^ dblodcQ contain^ t±ose. ^vlSIles in wix±xa categories may or 
may not colncldei hut systaas differ. The complete miitritxslt-multlmethod 
matrix ±s presmaed jLn Tirible 1^ 

Infl^rC T^le 1 Aonit Here 

For each hlocai in t)h6 utTlx a dlaiKEl (called the val::iility diagonal) 
is formed thmgh ttsk r)«rtt»s^tfi0lt-hetez!OMthod bliick by the aeries of cells 
in which categories -ci^f«j^clde systeM d±ffer- Values in the validity 

diagonal which are signl? IcantlF diffexent from zero are evidence of conver- 
gent validity. DiscrimliBaitt valisdLlty^must be assessed in tuc steps. First, 
each validity value is iiMlfffiii vdthzall values in its row and column 
in the heterotrait-heteroatfand ttdock to determine whether the correlation 
between different methods mMMstring: the same category exceeds correla- 
tions between that category ncher categories not having method in common. 



ERIC 



4 



4 



Second, the heterotralt-monomethod triangles are examined to determine 
whether tte correlation between different methods of measuring the same 
Category exceeds correlations between that category and other categories 
which have method In common. This step Is completed by comparing each 
category's validity diagonal value with values in the heterotralt-mono- 
method triangles in which that category is Involved. This two-step procedure 
was carried out for each validity diagonal value in each of the six blocks in 
the matrix and the results summarized in Table 2. 

Insert Table 2 About Here 

Results . Table 2 indicates the validity diagonal value for each 
comparison category (CC) across the four instruments. In addition, data 
are presented pertaining to each diagonal values 's discriminant validity 
(the highest value in the relevant parts of the heteromethod and monomethod 
blocks and the number of times that validity value was exceeded in each of 
these blocks) . 

Table 2 Indicates that none of the CC's exhibited convergent and 
discriminant valldit;^ across all six Instrument comparisons. Of the 24 
validity diagonal values, three satisfied the necessary requirements as 
evidenced by values significantly different from zero (convergent validity) 
and values greater than all other appropriate values in the relevant 
heteromethod and monomethod blocks (discriminant validity). The three 
values that reached both convergent and discriminant validity were CCl, 
chance, (IPC vs. James), CC3, personal control, (ANS-IE vs. IPC), and 
CC4, powerful others, (Rotter vs. James). 

Although none of the CC^s consistently attained both convergent and 
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discriminant validity across all intrumentSy CCl*s diagonal values wej^ 
significant from zero across all ittstrtimentSy indicating pe rfr ct c um.^ '- 
gent validity. Also, the validity diagonals for CCl were not exceedid 9>y 
heteromethod vaines on any except tne "ANS-IE vs. IPC" instrnaent coai^laon 
and then by cmly one value y indicat±ag fairly good: discriminant validity, 
for *ffa^ first of the two step procesB for evaluating discriminant val^ 
However y the validity diagonals for CCl were exceeded by one, two, or 
three values in tiie monomethod blocks for five of the six comparisons 
indicating that the methods used for measuring CCl correlated liigter tJiossx 
did the traits that were purportedly in common. Thus, CCl fared caifi^li- 
derably poorer in the second step of the evaluation. No other CC's 
evidenced convergent validity across even half of the six comparisonay 
preiiludihg any attempts to evaluate the discriminant validity of odie^ 
categories . 

In summary y convergent vali-dity was consistently demonstrated ^ 
only one comparison category and discriminant validity was not contflfi. i^v 
demonstrated for any comparison category across the four systems. Ha 
of the four CC^s analyzed, none conformed to both convergent and dl;:>. ^naaf^ 
validity across all comparisons according to Campbell and Fiske^s cr la. 

Discussion . The purpose of this research was to evaluate the.^ i^ - 
gent and discriminant validity of dimensions of locus of control. Li: 
was the investl^tors' belief that at least one explanation for the IjEL^^e. 
number of inconsistent findings in studies utilizing the 2ocus of cEatterl 
concept was that the dimensions studied may not exhibit camvergent and 
discriminant validity. The findings of this study support this conviction, 
since none of the four categories investigated passed tests for both cop- 
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vergen^and dim I'^iiii I validity. 

i hmsri t i LiuuiVii , Wh ''' " i tlon for In coaa lsteBt f 1nwT%=^ across locus of 
mat Ti \1 J TOidi i« «u y be that the meastireBent nothod finqubagmed acccnants for 
acre ^aEXHtaUdtr xtlwi the constructs measured. Merhnd wrlance Is demon- 
aerated aitaHa ^Iffesaent traits ffaplxwyfng the saoe^BetiiDd corxeiLate 
i^hirr tte^ idraie tsaailt measured diSerently. Ebr >wieffle* tsiie Chance 

«wb: PowBTf casfaevrs scales on the IPC cnrrelated .6376. S\(lC^ a ^correlation 
laiitcatas »fl c!i>vlaaa} ^cedundancy between rthe two dlmenadan .^^^kfa^^t 
diff IcujzJL ior net esmetfaod-monotralt correlations to eaccft^ this value. 
igt"*not^h^ vo ^ff^s of the validity dl^onal values attnrttsed canvergent 
mal fdlty,. they diAd not reach the first criterion for diacrimlnaat validity. 
33mBt l8. Che heecwxtralt-heteromethod values were hlghe:r than the mono trait- 
l\r m L'oafetliac valir^t^. 

In mnaairy, the high rate of convergent validity (66.6% over all 
coapariima) andl the low rate of discriminant validity (12. 5Z over all 
^0«q>arifma8) st^ea^ that LOC scales Investigated In'-irhls study may not 
%r measuB±ng the constructs they purport to measure. 
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TaMe 1 



Intercorrelatlon of Locus of 
Control Constructs by Instruments 
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Hanna levenson 

*L F P 0 
1 2 3 4 



313 071 618 
164 380 

013 



F 
6 



713 481 



F 

7 



0 
8 



216 



423 5K ^38 245 
■019 235 "47 162 
647^ 474 446 224 



539 32 300 
962 320 
278 



9 



ANS-IE 
F P 
10 11 



0 

12 



381 327 -227 030 

172 231 113 -103 

-017 -078 267 098 

410 281 -208 021 

493 481 -029 -017 

333 324 136 137 

472 196 131 241 

206 113 059 031 

416 114 108 

003 102 
185 



*L ■ Luck, F ■ Fate, P « Personal Control, 0 « Powerful Others 
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•feble 1 
(continued) 
Intercorrelation of Locus of 
Control Constructs by Instruments 
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027 

259 
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TABLE 2 

IPC, James, ANS-IE, and Rotter 
Locus of Control Scales 



IPC VS. JAMES 



JAMES VS. ANS-IE 



iCoiparlson 
Category 


Validity 
Diagonal 
Value 


Hlzhest Value 
In Hetero- 
Qethod 


No 

Higher 


ili|jnc8t VaiUc 

in Mono-method 


no I 

Higher 


valialty 
Diagonal 
Value 


highest value 
in Hetero- 
method 


No. 

Higher 


Highest Value 
in Mono-method 


No. 

Higher 


CCl 

Chance . 


.7128* 


.6473 


0 








.4814 


0 


.5918 


2 


CC2 
Fate 


.5151* 


.4809 


0 


.5623 


2 


.3243* 


.4814 


2 


.5388 


3 


CC3 

Personal 
Control 


.1466 : 


.4457 


5 


.5918 


4 


.1311 


.4721 


5 


.5918 


4 


CC4 

Powerful 
Others 


.2244* 


.6474 


4 


.6176 


5: 


.0305 


.2405 


5 


.3198 


6 



*p < .05 
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TABLE 2 

(continued) 
IPC, Jaies, ANS-IE, and Rotter 
Locus of Control Scales 



ANS-IE VS. ROTTER 



Coiparison 
Category 



cel. 

Chance 



CC2. 
Fate 



CC3. 

Pirional 

Control 



m. 

fowrful 
Othars 



Validity 
Diagonal 
Value 



.4381* 



.3053* 



.0308 



-.1464 



Highest Value 
in Hetero- 
nethod 



.3470 



.3470 



.2391 



.2748 



Higher 



Highest Value 
In Mono-method 



.5003 



.4155 



.5003 



.2961 



No. 

Higher 



ROTER VS. IPC 



Validity 



Value 



.5940* 



.1096 



.1487 



.2585* 



Highest value 
In Hetero- 
method 



.4255 



.2334 



.4124 



.2586 



No. 
Higher 



Highest Value No. 
In Mono-nethod Higher 



.6176 



.3892 



.5003 



.6176 



*p < .05 
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TABLE 2 
(continued) 
IPC, Jaies, ANS-IE, and Rotter 
Locus of Control Scales 



ROTTER VS. JAMES ANS-IE VS. IPC 



Cooparlson 
Category 


Validity 
Diagonal 
Value 


Highest Value 
in Hetero- 
nethod 


No. 

Higher 


Hlehest Value 
in Mono-method 


No. 

Higher 


Validity 
Diagonal 
Value 


Rlchs^f vaIiip 
in Hetero- 
oethod 


Higher 


nigflesi value 
In Mono^oethod 


Higher 


OCl 

Chance 


.4997* 


.4329 


0 


.5918 


3 


.3810* 






lOi/D 


n 


CC2 
Fate 


,m* 


.3966 


0 


.5623 


2 


.2307* 


' .3799 


3 


.4155 


3 


Personal 
Control 


.3296* 


.3966 


3 


.5918 


3 


.2665* 


-.2273 


0 


.1845 


0 


^overful 
khers 


.4712* 


.4329 


0 


.3198 


0 


.0212 


.4103 


6 


.6176 


6 



*p < .05 
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Appendix A 



HANNA LEVENSON 

Pate 

I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 

It's chiefly a matter of fate whether or not I have a few friends 
or many friends. 

Luck 

To a great extent my life Is controlled by accidental happenings. 

Often there Is no chance of protecting my personal Interest from 
bad luck happenings. 

When I get what I want. It's usually because I'm lucky. 

Whether or not I get Into a car accident Is mostly a matter of luck. 

It's not always wise for me to plan too far ahead because many things 
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune. 

Whether or not I get to be a leader depends on whether I'm lucky 
enough to be In the right place at the right time. 

Personal Control 

Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on my ability. 

Whether or not 1 get Into a car accident depends mostly on how good 
a driver I am. 

When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work. 

How many friends I have depends on how nice a person I am. 

I can pretty much determine what will happen In my life, 

I am usually able to protect my personal Interests. 

When I get what I want. It's usually because I worked hard for It. 

My life Is determined by my own actions. 



Powerful Others: 

I feel like what happens in my life is mostly determined by powerful 
people. 

Although I might have good ability, I will not be given leadership 
responsibility without appealing to those in positions of power. 

My life is chiefly controlled by powerful others. 

People like myself have very little chance of protecting our personal 
interests when they conflict with those of strong pressure groups. 

Getting what I want requires pleasing those people above me. 

If Important people were to decide they didn't like me, I probably 
wouldn't make many friends. 

Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on the other 
driver. 

In order to have my plans work, I make sure that they fit in with tie 
desires of people who have power over me. 



JAMES 

Fate 

Wars between countries seem inevitable despite efforts to prevent them. 

Some people seem bom to fail while others seem boim for success no 
matter what they do. 

I feel that many people could be described as victims of circumstances 
beyond their control. 

1 have usually found that what is going to happen will happen, regardless 
of my actions. 

I don't believe that a person can really be a master of his fate. 
There's not much use in worrying about things . , .what will be, will be. 

Luck 

It is usually true of successful people that their good breaks far 
outweighed their bad breaks. 

Ifany times 1 feel that we might just as well make many of our decisioras 
by flipping a coin. 
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Getting a good "job aeems to be largely a matter of b'^^Jng lucky enough 
to be In the right place at the right time. 

A great deal that happens to me is probably just a - of ciiance. 

It Isn't wise to plan too far ahead because most th^ :um out to 
be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 

When things are going well for me I consider It due to a run of good 
luck. 

Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are 
controlled by accidental happenings. 

Most of the disappointing things in my life have contained a large 
element of chance. 

Success is mostly a matter of getting good breaks. 

I think that life is mostly a gamble. 

99mt8oamL Control 



I feel that I have little Influence over the way people behave. 

Success In dealing with people seems to be more a matter of the 
otiier person's moods and feelings at the time rather than one's 
own actions. 

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that 
happen to me. 

Sonetlmea I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction 
:my life is ^king. 

Powerf uiL Others 

It: Is dl£ElcufLt for ordinary people to have much control over what 
poUticsians do in office. 

It seems many ^t±nBS that the grades one gets in school are more 
dependent on the teacher's whims than on what the student can 
really do. 
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ANS-IE 

Fate 

Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if you lust 
don't fool with them? 

Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard because 
^ tMngs never turn out right anyway? 

Do you feel that if things start out well in the morning that it's 
going to be a good day no matter what you do? 

Do you believe that most people are just bom good at sports? 

Luck 

Are some people just bom lucky? 

Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team to win? 

If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe that if might brine 
you good luck? ^ ^ 

Have you ever had a good luck charm? 

Do you think it's better to be smart than to be lucky? 
Personal Control 

Do you believe that youjan stop yourself from catching a cold? 

Do yon believe that if somebody studies hard enough he or she can 
pass any subject? 

Do you feel that lAen you do something wrong there's very little you 
can do to make it right? 

Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding who your friends 
are? 

Did you often feel that whether or not you did your homework had 
much to do with what kind of grades you got? 

Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you, there's 
little you can do to stop him or her? 

Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends on how 
you act? 
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Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might happen 
tomorrow by what yoa do today? 



Do you think that people can get their own way If they just keep 
trying? 

Most of the time do you find It useless to try to get your own way 
at home? 

Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be your enemy there ^s 
little you can do to change matters? 

Do you feel that It's easy to get friends to dc what you want them to do? 

Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what you get to 
eat at home? 

Are you the find of pessson who believes that planning ahead makes 
things turn out bettE^r? 

Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say about what your 
family decides to do? 

Powerful-Others 

Did you feel that It was nearly impossible to change your parent's 
mind about anything? 



a. One of the major reiasons why we have wars Is because people don't take 

enough Interest in politics. 

b. There will always be wars, no mH^M hi how hard peopil^ try to prevent them. 

a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 

b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a 

decision to take a definite course of action. 

a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the 

good ones. 

b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, 

la?.ine88, or all three. 



ROTTER 



Fate 
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a. Many of the unhappy things In people *8 lives are partly due to bad luck. 

b. People* s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 

a. The Idea that teachers are unfair to students Is nonsense. 

b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are 

influenced by accidental happenings. 

a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 

b. Capable people who fall to become leaders have not taken advantage of 

their opportunities. 

a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing 

to do with it. 

b. Getting a good Job depends mainly on being in the right place at the 

right time. 

a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 

b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn 

out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 

a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 

b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 

a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in 

the right place first. 

b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has 

little or nothing to do with it. 

a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled 

by accidental happenings. 

b. There really is no such thing as Vluck.*' 
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Personal Control 

a. In the long rvm people get the respect they deserve in this world. 

b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no matter 

how hard he tries. 



a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you. 

b. People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get 

along with others. 



a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a 

thing as an unfair test. 

b. Many times exam questions tend to be so tinrelated to course work that 

studying is really useless. 



a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that 

happen to me. 

b. It is iiiq>o8sible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an 

Important role in my life. 



a. What happens to me is my own doing. 

b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction 

iny life is taking. 

Powerful Others 

a. The average citizen can have an Influence in government decisions. 

b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much 

the little guy can do about it. 



a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 

b. It is difficult for people to have much control over the things 

politicians do in office. 



a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please people, if they 

like you, they like you. 



